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SECRETARY KISSINGER: I thought I would begin with some observations on the
forthcoming $ummit before we go to your questions.

In many respects the relationship bhetween the Soviet Union and the United States
is the most crucial toward the maintenance of peace in the world. The United States
and the Soviet Union are the only two countries that have the capability of a
general nuclear war, and, therefore, the only countries that can end civilized life
as we know it. :

Moreover, the interests of the United States and of the Soviet Union intersect
in many parts of the globe. There is, therefore, always a possibility that misunder-
standings may lead to confrontation, and the confrontation could escalate into conflict.

A principal objective of the United States, therefore, has to be to make sure
that relations between the United States are based on deliberate decisions and that
misunderstanding is reduced to a minimum.

And secondly, to try to bring about a set of constructive and, where possible,
cooperative relationships that give both sides an incentive in maintaining the peace.

This is the basic purpose of the Summit. The Summit will, therefore, have three
principal parts: ‘ '

One, a general exchange between the President and the Soviet leadership which
will review the international situation, try to identify areas of possible disagree-
ment, and attempt to minimize the consequences of these disagreements -- as well as
to identify areas of possible cooperative action and work out the means of this

' cooperation.

Secondly, to deal with the most complex, and in many respects the most serious,
problem of the modern period, which is the control of the nuclear arms race. Never
before have political leaders had the capacity to destroy human life as a result of
unilateral decigion -- and to do it in a matter of days. Never before has technology
been so at odds with the human capacity to comprehend it. Never before has technology
developed a momentum of its own in such a manner that it becomes increasingly diffi-
cult to control it.

Our objectives with respect to the control of arms are as follows:

Obviously, neither side should have a military advantage as the result of any
agreement that may be made. :
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A I can put it bluntly. I don't think I can put it simply. (Laughter).
There have been two points made:

Point one is that as a result of a secret agreement between the Administration
and the Soviet Unjon, the Soviet Union has been permitted, to modernize 70 missiles
on the G-Class submarines; and that therefore, the total number of modern submarine-
launched missiles permitted to the Soviet Union is 1,020 and not 950 as the Admini-
stration has publicly stated and as was represented to Congress.

The second argument is that the Interim Agreement permits the United States to
build 710 submarine-launched missiles but, in fact, the United States is intending
to maintain only 656 submarine-launched missiles, and that therefore, the total for
the United States is 54 less than has been represented to the Congress and to the
public. So that the total change in the Soviet Union's favor is of 124 missiles =--
brought about as the result of secret agreements made between the United States and
the Soviet Union.

Those arguments are totally false in every detail. They have no merit whatso-
ever, and I shall now explain why.

First, let me deal with the G-Class submarine:

At the time the Interim Agreement was signed, the Soviet Union was permitted
a total of 950 modern ballistic missiles on nuclear submarines. That figure of 950
was to be achieved by =-- or it could be achieved only by -- the replacement of older
Soviet missiles for any modern missile that was deployed on submarines beyond the
figure of 740.

In other words, the Soviet Union would have to retire 210 older missiles in
order to reach the total of 950.

This raised the issue of what missiles the Soviet Union would have to retire
in order to reach the permitted total of 950.

The United States had an interest that the 210 missiles that would be retired
would be ICBMs ~- missiles of a range of 5,000 miles and of warheads in the six
megaton range =- that is to say, the S5-7 and 55-8 missiles.

We wanted to prevent the Soviet Union from trading in obsolescent missiles
that in our judgment they would have to retire anyway —- namely, the missiles that
are on the G-Class submarines.

Oon the G=Class submarine, the Soviet Union possesses, we bhelieve, 20 operational
ones. - Eleven of them have missiles of a. range of 700 miles and nine have missiles
of a range of 300 miles. No G-Class submarine has been on station off the Atlantic
coast of the United States since 1967; and no G-Class submarine has been on station
off the Pacific coast of the United States since 1969. The G-Class submarine is a
diesel-powered submarine that can stay under water for only 2-3 days, that is extremely
noisy and, therefore, extremely vulnerable. And moreover, the 300-mile range missile
which is, as I pointed out, on 9 of these submarines, can bhe fired only if the sub-
marine surfaces -- it cannot be fired from under water. ‘
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Therefore, it seemed| to us extremely improbable that the Soviet Union would
maintain in its force a wLapon -— which it would have to carry 4,000 miles -- so
that it could fire it the|remaining 300 miles, when it already possessed 1,400 weapon
that it gould fire from the Soviet Union, and when it was building 950 weapons that
it could fire over a range of 1,500 miles.

We wanted to prevent| the Soviet Union from trading in a weapon whigh we were
certain they would have tp retire, in any event, for a modern weapon. Or to put it
another way, we wanted the Soviet Union to trade in ICBMs for the modern weapon. And
frankly, we considered it| a negotiating achievement when in Moscow the Soviet Union
agreed that the replacement for the 210 modern submarine missiles could not come
from the G-Class submarings but would have to come either from the ICBMs or from
other more modern forces that were built after 1965.

In my press conferenpe on the night of May 26 to May 27, I explained this
provision in great detail, I stated specifically -- and if I may spend|a minute in
reading it to you —- I wag asked: "How about the G-Class?" My answer was: "If
they are modernized they are counted against the 950. They do not have |to retire
them. They do have to retire the H-Class submarines if they want to go|up to 950.
They do not have to retirp the G-Class submarines, but if they modernize them they
are counted against the 950.

"In other words, the| Soviet Union had two choices. 1If they kept the G-~Class
submarine in their force,| they had that option. But if they put a modern missile
on the old submarine, it would be counted in the 950. But they could not retire the
obsolescent missiles on the G-Class and trade them in for modern missiles.”

Sc this is what I said on May 26. On June 5, there was a meeting of the Veri-
fication Panel -- on which all agencies were represented -- in which this provision
was fully explained and received the unanimous support of those present! fThe only
requirement that was made| was to make sure we would tie down the Soviet|Union by
means of an interpretive statement to a provision which we considered entirely in
our interest.
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On June 5, I sent the following guidance to the Secretary of State
of Defense, the Director pf Central Intelligence, the Director of the A
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This was the guidance we gave to the bureaucracy and which we aske
Congressicnal committees. This was also what Ambassador Smith testifie
Jackson Subcommittee in July 1972. Wwhen, in carrying out the understan
Verification Panel that wWe would 'give an interpretive statement to the
of what I had already said in the press conference - namely, that G-Cla
count only if modern missgiles were put on them or, conversely, that they
in G-Class missiles for dern launchers - when we handed this interpre
to the Soviet Union, they disputed our interpretation and insisted that
have the right to trade in these obsolescent missiles for new missiles.
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This led to a month of exchanges between us and the Soviet Union, and it then
seemed to us that since it was an election year, since there might be a change in
administration, and since there could be a change of personnel even if there was no
change of administration, that our successors should not find themselves in the same
position as we did and that they should not have to go through the record and reconstruct
the understanding. And, therefore, we asked the Soviet Ambassador to sign the inter-
pretive statement that we had made -~ which I will now read -- and which is almost
verbatim what I had already said publicly in the press conference on May 26, the night
the agreement was signed, and which we had, moreover, told every agency of the Govern-
ment should be our public position.

Let me read this so-called understanding which has been so much in the press:
"In clarification of interpretation of the provisions of the Protocol to the Interim
Agreement with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive arms signed on May 26,
the United States understands that: One, the aggregate level of ballistic missile
launchers on submarines established by the protocol for the United States and the USSR
~ 950 for the USSR and 710 for the United States = includes ballistic missile launchers
on all nuclear-powered submarines and launchers for modern ballistic missiles which :
may be deployed on diesel-powered submarines." There is, therefore, no basis whatever
for saying that we authorized the modernization of missiles on diesel-powered submarines.

"Secondly, launchers for older ballistic missiles on diesel-powered submarines
are not included in the above-mentioned levels and, therefore, cannot be used for
purposes of replacement as defined in the protocol.” 1In other words, they had to get

" rid of ICEMs.

‘ "Three, a modern ballistic missile on a submarine is a missile of the type which
is deployed on nuclear-powered submarines commissioned in the USSR since 1965. The
Soviet side has indicated its agreement with this interpretation." :

In other words, the so-called secret agreement is nothing other than a statement
by the United States of what we had already stated publicly on May 26, of what we had
told our bureaucracy on June 5, of what we had sent out in guidance to every agency
on June 15. It does not permit the Soviet Union to build one additional modexn
ballistic missile on submarines above the level of 950 that we agreed upon. And,
therefore, the figqure given publicly and before Congressicnal committees is correct,
And what we are dealing with here is an attempt to tie down a provision of the agreement
that was considered to the advantage of the United States -- serving our purposes that
we insisted on == and that the Soviet Union resisted in putting into this form for
8ix weeks. ‘

Now, let me turn to the second point:

The fact that the United States, again allegedly as a result of a secret under-
standing, agreed not to build up to the total permitted level of 710 szubmarine-launched
missiles on submarines.

For this I have to explain the submarine issue.

Before going to Moscow - indeed before agreeing to specifying any submarine

levels - at the request of the President I consulted both the Chief of Naval Operations
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with respect to our building programs.
Both told me that they did not wish to build additional submarines, missile-carrying
submarines, of the type that it was then possible to build - substantially the existing
POSEIDON boats. And that they preferred to wait with the building of new submarines
until what was then called ULMS, and is now called TRIDENT, would be operational after
1977.

Therefore, we knew that we had no intention of building any additional submarines
until after the expiration of the Interim Agreement. Nevertheless, we put into the
Interim Agreément a provision according to which we could convert 54 of our older ICBMs
to submarine-launched missiles. We put it into the Interim Agreement, quite frankly, R
for the third and fourth reasons which I gave with respect to our general strategic
policy =~ the perception of other countries of the American position.

We did not think it was desirable to put into an agreement a Soviet right to
convert old missiles into submarine-launched missiles without maintaining an American
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 This was not a concession the United States made to the Soviet Union. It was a
relatively minor gesture signed to retain general confidence.

When 1 testified on June 15th -~ it wasn't called testimony then, because I was

Assistant to the President| —— when I spoke to the assembled Congressional leaders in
the East Room of the Whitel House on June 15th, explaining our program, I|said —-
and I guote -~ "The Interim Agreement will not prohibit the United States from continuing

conversion nor the B-1 is within the purview of the freeze, and since the ULMS --
that is, what is now called TRIDENT -- submarine system is not, nor never was, planned
for deployment until after| 1977."

current and planned stratjgic offensive programs, since neither the multiple warhead

In avery S5-year proj'ction which we have submitted to the Congress, we have
shown that we planned on 41 boats and 1,054 missiles.

To sum up -- the totals for the Soviet side which were submitted to| the Congress
and which were publicly stated, have not been changed by any agreement, understanding
or clarification ~- publiq or private. The totals for the United States| that were
submitted to the Congress |and stated publicly have not been altered by any agreement
"or understanding -- publid or private. The figures are exactly those that have been
represented —-- exactly those that have been agreed to -- and all of the Eisputes arise
over esoteric aspects of replacement provisions, and not about the substance of the
agreement. : ‘

I'm sorry I made such a long answer.

Q0 One loose end. Ygu presented your interpretation to the RussiaJs. They
resigsted it. I assume they finally signed it.

A They signed it, ves.

Q Mr. Secretary, perhaps another loose end. This interpretative statement on
the Soviet sea migsiles == t0o what extent was Congress informed of this interpretative
statement? And, secondly, if I may, why in your judgment is this becoming a
matter of dispute? .

A The interpretative statement as such was not submitted to the Corgress, but
the interpretation was submitted to the Congress. The interpretative statement was
not submitted because it was in the channel of the General Secretary to the President)
and because there was some gquestion about whether it really was proper to make the
Soviet Union sign an American interpretation =-- involving the general question of
faith.

I think, however, that that sort of issue, whether that sort of statement should
be submitted, is easily s¢luble -— and we will not insist on retaining it within
Presidential. channels.

The major point is, however, that the substance of it -- the fact of our interprQ-
. tation, and the fact that|/we would act accordinalv -- was submitted to the Conaress both
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Why is this becoming an issue now? I can only assume that there was a misunder-
standing on the part of some of the witnesses, or on the part of some of the Senators
who heard testimony about what they were being told.

0 May I follow on that? I wonder if you saw in it any effort to harass you or
harase the team this close to ‘the Summit? Is this coming from the same sort of people
who have doubts about going to the Summit on SALT now?

A T don't really want to speculate about motives. I think it is important
that on issues of such importance, that we can discuss them calmly and in the long=-
term national interest, and I have no reason to doubt the sincerity of those who made
these charges.

Q Mr. Secretary, you have asked that the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
reopen its inquiry into your role in the 1969-71 wiretaps, and you have offered docu-
ments from your office in support of the vindication that you seek.

What will these doc¢uments prove, and isn't it true that the Justice Department
documents are so ambiguous that they alone can't ever fully resolve the issue? And,
further, have you asked President Nixon or General Haig, or will you ask them,to
publicly explain the taped Nixon statement that you asked for the taps, and that he
assumed that they had been done?

A T have asked the Senate Foreign Relations Committee to reopen the hearings
because -—— or to reopen its ingquiry -- because of my firm conviction that it is not
possible to conduct the foreign policy of the United States while the moral fitness
of the Secretary of State ig in question.

I have therefore asked Mr. Maw, the head of the Legal Office of the State
Department, to work with the Justice Department to make certain that every relevant
document is put before the Committee, either from Departmental files or from my own
files. And nothing will be held back that I have any control over.

I do not think it would be appropriate for me to make any comment about an ex-
pected outcome. But I hope very much that the Committee will look both into this,
as well as into the charges with respect to the "Plumbers" that keep coming up from
time to time -~ in which, however, there is no documentary evidence of any king that
I have been able to find. And I will leave it up to the Committee to decide re
the evidence leads.

With respect to the President, I believe he has stated his relationship to this
issue in the statement of May 22, 1973, but I, as I pointed out before, am anxious
for all the relevant facts to be put before the Committee.

Q Have you asked the President to c¢lear up that onhe garbled sentence that
seems to say he assumed that you had asked for something, and that it was done?

A I have not made a formal request to the President to that effect, no.

Q Mr. Secretary, do you feel handicapped under the circumstances, relative
te that question, in going to Moscow now? I mean, in your conduct of foreign affairs
at this time?

A T am confident that when all the facts are examined by the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee that their conclusions are likely to be the same as they were
last year, since, after all, last year they had before them Justice Department and
FBI summaries of the total evidence. As far as I know, there is no substantially
new information, but I may be wrong. ?

Q Mr. Secretary, doesn't the dispute that you have just addressed yourself
to at considerable length concerning the 124 missiles, and the fact that the Pre-
sident will be going to Moscow with the impeachment challenge hanging over him --
doesn't that raise a strong likelihood that anything agreed on the nuclear field in
Moscow will likely be highly contentious in the United States; and, if so, how do
you intend to deal with this problem?

A Thé urgency of dealing with the nuclear problem is produced by the pace of
technology. Time and again, in the nuclear period the pace of technology has out-
stripped the capacity of man to deal with it.

With respeci to several aspects of the current nuclear arms race. there is a
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during the Summit meeting?

A I do not expect that we will get a completed SALT agreement at the Summit.
But you can't exclude the possibility of substantial progress.

Q Mr. Secretary, would you address yourgelf to the underground threshold test
ban probability, sir?

A We are, as has been publicly stated, discussing at this time the feasibility,
‘not of a complete underground test ban, but of an underground test ban at a certain
threshold. There are discussions among experts to determine the level at which
such a threshold should be put; the kinds of verification that would be desirable;
and the time at which such a test ban should go into effect, all of which will, of
course, affect the strategic calculations and positions of both sides.

We think that progress in this field is possible.

Q0 Mr, Secretary, would you explain why the President felt compelled, on the
last day of the Summit, to tell the Soviet leaders that we did not intend to build
up to the 710 level? I think you explained it by saying that it would become ap-
parent anyway. Why would it become apparent?

A Mr. Lisagor, let's be precise what the President said. The President said
we would not trade in the 54 TITANS for three submarines. The President's state-
ment did not in any way change the totals. The U.S. totals were set at 1,710 which
at .that time stood at 1,054 land-based missiles and 656 sea-based missiles. What
the President said was that he had no plang to convert the 54 TITANS into submarine-
based missiles. There was no change in the total numbers. That is the first thing
to keep in mind.

Second, he did this because it would become apparent within a matter of weeks,
as indeed it did become apparent in a matter of weeks, that an impetus would be
given to a program which was then called ULMS and is now called TRIDENT. And we
did not want to emerge from a SALT agreement with what might look like a big, new
program of strategic submarines. And it would become apparent to the Soviet Union
very quickly, in any event, what the operational date of these new submarines would
be. And therefore he pointed out that none of these TRIDENT boats would become
operationhal during the period of the agreement, and that therefore the conversion
option would almost certainly not be exercised.

I might point out that I foreshadowed this, that T made this clear in my state-
ment before the Congressional group when I said that none of these boats would become
operational until after 1977. And it has been part of every Defense Department
statement since then.

It was a gesture that was of no great significance, that leaders sometimes engage
in for the general atmosphere of relationships.

Q Mr. Secretary, on that gesture that the President made, if the Interim Agreement
were extended, as has been suggested, either at this Summit or sometime in the near
future, would the United States be bound by that statement of the President's?

And while I have the floor -- Defense Minister Peres is here and there has been
talk from Israel of a request for $1.5 billion a year in military aid for a. multi-
year arms program. Doesg the United States have an intention of giving arms at that
magnitude?

A First, with respect to the extension of the Interim Agreement. If the Interim
Agreement were extended, this statement of the United States plans, which is all it was
-- it was not a commitment ~- it was a statement of what the United States planned to
do identical to what we stated in every defense budget -- it was not a world-shaking
event. That statement would obviously not be necessarily binding. And how we would
handle the extension of an Interim Agreement would depend entirely on the terms that
other provisions which would lead us to an extension of the Interim Agreement provided.
In any event, this particular assurance was an assurance with respect tJd American
plans as they then stood. It would not necessarily continue if there were an extension
of the Interim Agreement.
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With respect to the |visit of Defense Minister Peres,

I have stated

on occasion

before Congressional committees, that the United States is prepared to [discuss a long
term arrangement. The visit of the Defense Minister is designed to begin such a
discussion. It is not related to any particular level.
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Q Mr. Secretary, in the context of your confirmation hearings, there were sort
of assurances traded back and forth about prior consultation, and it seems like this
matter is something that would seriously affect our foreign relations.

A T believe that the Senate Foreign Relations Committee has been fully consulted
before any major decision in foreign policy has been taken, and I think has had fuller
discussiong with me on strategic doctrine than has ever been the case.

Q@ Mr. Secretary, is there any possibility that the Cuban situation will appear
in the Summit meeting in Moscow? and second, please, did you have any talk with Mr.
Rabasa in you last meeting in Washington about Cuba?

A I see no possibility of Cuba arising at the Summit and there is no possibility
of talking to Foreign Minister Rabasa without Cuba coming up.

(Laughter)

Q Mr. Secretary, I just want to pin down == do you expect that there will be an
agreement announced at the Summit on underground nuclear testing? Secondly, what is
the likelihood of a limited agreement on SALT pertaining to limitations of MIRV? And
thirdly, as you know, the mood of Congress toward economic agreements with the Soviet
Union is rather lukewarm, to say the best. There have been reports that the adminis-
tration has worked out with the Soviet Union a l0-vear trade agreement. Is this so?
and what else can you tell us about the trade package?

A With respect to the limited underground test ban, it is difficult to predict
what will come out of the Summit because the experts' talks are still going on.

I think it is possible that there could be an agreement in principle, and an agree-
ment on some of the criteria that will be used in the follow-on negotiations, and an
agreement on certain levels like thresholds. I say it is possible. It is not certain.

The details of verification, exchange of information of geological data and so
forth, would have to be worked out at a subsequent meeting.

With respect to SALT, in March when I was there, the Soviet Union made a proposal
which in concept was worth looking at, though its numbers have not proved acceptable
to us.

Now, I think it is imperative that the strategic situation be fully reviewed by
Mr. Brezhnev and the President. Whether on the basis of this review they feel capable
of giving detailed instructions to their negotiating teams, or whether they will feel
that further exchanges are necessary before detailed instructions can be given to their
negotiating teams, cannot be decided until these talks have taken place.

Was there a third part to your gquestion?
Q On the economics ~-

A Oh =-- on the economic agreements. There is a possibility of an economic agreement
that does not reguire the expenditure of public funds, but would rather refleet an
exchange of information and the facilitating of economic exchanges and, therefors,
would not require the appropriation of public funds.

Our problem is that we have to continue the course which we believe is in the
interests of world peace, subject to the fullest consultation with Congress, and to
engage in the fullest public debate. But it is not a trivial matter whether, on the
one hand, the arms race is continued without restriction with all the justifications
that that will entail; and secondly, whether every positive incentive for restraxned
conduct is systematically closed off. And that cannot be analyzed simply in terms of
one or two situations, but in terms of the ability and willingness of the United States
and our allies to sustain it over the decade or 8o of confrontations which such a course
would entail.
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S0, as a regponsib;e administration, as the administration responsible for the
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another nuclear power to give a nuclear reactor to some other Arab countries without
the guarantees that you will be asking?

A First, the nuclear agreement that is being made with Egypt is also being made
with Israel. Secondly, the diversion of material in India occurred in a reactor that
did not have even the IAEA safeguards. Thirdly, we propose to negotiate, with respect
to both of the reactors that are being sold, additional safeguards with respect to the
storing and disposition of the end product of these reactors that we believe are sub-
stantially foolproof. Fourth, the discussion has tended to be in terms of whether
the United States opened the door to the spread of nuclear technology in the Middle
East. There is no reason to suppose that other countries, and not only those of
Eastern Europe,- would have been guite prepared to engage in nuclear discussions on

peaceful energy with Egypt, or perhaps even other countries of the Middle East.

And finally, our decision must be seen not only in the context of the particular
technology, but in terms of the 6- to 8-year period of construction that would-

be involved, and the incentives that it would provide, at least during that period,
for moderate behavior and constructive action.

Q Mr. Secretary -—-
A Over here.
Q Mr, Secretary, another question on the SALT,

Since they did come at a particularly delicate political time, it is important
to tie it down.

You say that Point 3 of the agreement that you reached with Soviet Ambassador
Dobrynin that could be interpreted to give the Soviets an additional 70 modern
launchers was a mere legalism,

Did the Soviets consider it a mere legalism? Was their interpretation the same
as yours? And did members of the U.S. delegation also consider it a mere legalism,
not subject to Soviet interpretation? And finally, was this matter all settled at
the time that you reached this interpretative agreement with Ambassador Dobrynin?

A I will have to look at this third point again -~ to look at this particular
super-legal interpretation. And I really would wonder whether it can be in the
United States' interest to find legalistic loopholes for the Soviet Union that have
never been raised in any discussion, that from the context of all previous exchanges
could not possibly have been the United States' intention, and which would be totally
rejected by us were the Soviet Union ever to raise such an issue.

The only purpose of our discussions with the Soviet Union on this problem was
to tie down the understanding achieved in Moscow, made public in Moscow the night
of the agreement, distributed to our bureaucracy on June 15, discussed in the Veri-
fication Panel, and repeated in every exchange with the Soviet Union.

) The only purpose of it was that they could not trade in the G-Class missiles
for modern submarine-launched missiles; in other words, to make sure that they would
retire ICBMs.

If the Soviet Union were to develop an entirely new missile, not seen on any
existing submarine, and put them on diesel-powered submarines, this would be such
a gross violation of every previous exchange we have had with them, such a total
lack of good faith, that they could not hide behind a super-clever interpretation
of a clause that was intended only to tie them to a previous one. And I may say
never has the Soviet Union made such a suggestion. And it would be absurd for the
Soviet Union to develop a missile for a submarine that is in itself obsolescent.
First of all, there are only 60, not 70 missiles. That is another inaccuracy that
I didn't want to get into. But for the Soviet Union to go through the enormous
expense of developing 60 special missiles, when they already possess 2400 long~range
missiles, is so absurd a proposition that I must say that it had never occurred to
us. And this particular clause in the interpretive statement, even if a lawyer
could find that it could be interpreted that way, would be totally rejected by the
U.S. Government. Nor has it ever been raised by the Soviet Union. Nor, am I
confident, will it ever be raised by the Soviet Union.

Q Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
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